To the editor,

We read with great interest the publication entitled, "Challenges and opportunities towards the road of universal health coverage (UHC) in Nepal: a systematic review ", by Chhabi Lal Ranabhat et al. \[[@CR1]\] in the journal, BMC Archives of Public Health. Although the authors have stated that they reported the according to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis (PRISMA) guidelines, some items have not been well reported. Therefore, the aim of this letter is to present methodological issues about the search strategy, quality assessment of included studies, and data analysis and synthesis.

First, the number of databases searched for literature has been limited to PubMed, the search strategy seems simple, and the only language of interest is English. However, other databases could be searched. This may increase the likelihood of a search bias, i.e. missing some studies language bias, and publication bias. Generally, a systematic review must search major medical databases including PubMed, Scopus, Web of Science, EMBASE and Cochrane Library \[[@CR2]\]. Furthermore, in order to identify all eligible studies, each aspect of the research question must be clearly defined in the eligibility criteria. However, inclusion and exclusion criteria have not been fully defined in detail. Running a systematic review without complete knowledge of the inclusion criteria can lead to problems in evaluating the validity, applicability and completeness of the systematic review. Depending on their research questions, the authors could use the components of Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcomes, and Study design (PICOS) \[[@CR3]\].

Second, the authors have ignored the principal component of a full systematic review and have not report the quality of the included studies. Analyzing and interpreting preliminary studies in a systematic review needs qualitative evaluation because poor quality studies can distort the results of the study and affect the quality of the results \[[@CR4]\]. The included studies should be evaluated by tools that are appropriate to the study design. If the authors had considered a wide range of types of publications, JBI Critical Appraisal Checklists could have been appropriate because the JBI Scientific Committee had designed specific checklists for all types of studies \[[@CR4]\]. If the authors consider studies with quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods in their inclusion criteria, the use of the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) would be appropriate \[[@CR5], [@CR6]\]. In the MMAT tool, the initial evaluation of each study is performed using two screening questions. If the answer to both questions is "Yes", the study should be considered for further evaluation. The total quality score for each study is calculated based on the MMAT Scoring Guide \[[@CR6]\].

Third, data regarding challenges and opportunities towards the road of UHC data had to been analyzed using a content analysis approach, however the authors have provided no explanation as to what kind of method they used for data synthesis. These data must be categorized in accordance with explicit coding rules and by inductive reasoning into the main category \[[@CR7]\].

Systematic reviews are different and more valid than other literature reviews because they provide the best evidence available to researchers. This systematic review should provide an explicit and repeatable methodology. Therefore, it is recommended that physicians, researchers, and journals follow the PRISMA guidelines as it improves the quality of reports of such studies.
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